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The State of Missouri has resolved to 
commend the efforts of home educators 
by designating May 4–10, 1997, Home 
Education Week. I applaud the home 
educators for their commitment to 
quality education and taking the time 
to be directly involved in their chil-
dren’s education.∑ 

f 

B–2 BOMBER 
∑ Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today I 
want to address a very serious issue, 
which is at the heart of the defense of 
our Nation’s interests. I want to ad-
dress the need to acquire a meaningful 
long-range-strike weapons system. I 
want to address the procurement of 
nine more B–2 bombers, which are 
needed to complete a three-squadron 
fleet that will have the means to deter, 
the capabilities to defend against, and 
the power to defeat threats to our na-
tional interest. 

I speak today in support of America’s 
most capable long-range-strike air-
craft, the B–2 bomber. The B–2 is not 
just a bomber. When most people think 
of bombers, they think of World War II 
airpower films, with scores of bombers 
flying in tight formation, dropping 
strings of iron bombs on rail lines and 
oil refineries. The B–2 is more than a 
bomber. It is a long-range-strike air-
craft, capable of reaching anywhere in 
the world and releasing highly sophis-
ticated, explosive weapons with un-
common precision on specific targets. 
Unlike the bombers of old, which often 
missed their targets by miles, the B–2 
strike aircraft can hit as many as 16 
separate aim points, with deadly accu-
racy, in a single pass. 

Mr. President, it defies convention to 
think of the B–2, with its high sticker 
cost, as a cost-effective weapon. Only 
when we stop thinking of the B–2 as a 
bomber, and instead think of it as a 
long-range-strike weapons system, do 
we realize that it is, indeed, the most 
cost-effective weapons system in our 
Nation’s arsenal which can realisti-
cally be used to protect our citizens, 
our interests, and our allies around the 
world. It is the only weapons system 
that combines long-range, large pay-
load, modern precision weapons, and 
stealth—a revolutionary and powerful 
combination. 

Since the end of the cold war, we 
have come to recognize that we no 
longer live in a bipolar world. Threats 
to our national security have taken on 
both familiar and unfamiliar forms: re-
newed territorial aggression, sim-
mering regional and ethnic conflicts, 
state-sponsored terrorism, and now, for 
the first time since the Middle Ages, 
stateless terrorism. We send our forces 
abroad to protect air bases and oil 
fields and our sons and daughters are 
attacked by religious zealots. We all 
vividly recall the loss of life at our 
military barracks in Dhahran, Saudi 
Arabia. It was attacked, not by the 
Iraqi forces we seek to deter, but by 
nameless terrorists from Iran, or from 
Lebanon, or from internal Saudi oppo-

sition groups, or from God knows 
where. With the B–2, the forward air 
bases would not be needed; the oil 
fields could be protected from afar. 

What happened when Saddam Hus-
sein attacked the U.N.-protected Kurd-
ish safe zone in northern Iraq? We at-
tacked Baghdad and southern Iraq. Be-
cause the leadership in Jordan, in 
Saudi Arabia, in Turkey, and in other 
countries, where we have shorter range 
aircraft, was concerned with stirring 
up public opinion, United States forces 
were denied the freedom to launch 
counter strikes from air bases on their 
territory. With the B–2, we could have 
struck Saddam Hussein’s forces in the 
North, from bases in the United States. 

The Secretary of Defense stated in 
his annual report for fiscal year 1996: 
‘‘Because potential regional adver-
saries may be able to mount military 
threats against their neighbors with 
little or no warning, American forces 
must be postured to project power rap-
idly to support United States interests 
and allies.’’ Clearly, the most appro-
priate weapon in our arsenal for rapid 
power projection is the B–2 long-range- 
strike aircraft. Yet, because of legisla-
tion—which has now been repealed—we 
currently have only two squadrons of 
B–2’s. In order to meet effectively our 
basic strategic objectives, just nine 
more B–2’s, bringing the total to three 
squadrons, are essential. Mr. President, 
we must restart this program; we must 
provide funding for the B–2 this year. 

The B–2—a long-range, precision- 
strike aircraft—is the best, and per-
haps only, option available to us to 
counter emerging threats in our secu-
rity environment. We are not able to 
spend as much for defense as we have 
in the past, causing us to decrease our 
presence abroad and base more of our 
forces here at home. This, in turn, lim-
its our forward presence and ability to 
rapidly respond to a crisis elsewhere in 
the world. In addition, access to for-
eign bases, closer to theaters of con-
flict, has become more and more uncer-
tain. And above all, weapons of mass 
destruction and accurate delivery sys-
tems are becoming more prolific, pos-
sibly held by rogue states and orga-
nized terrorists alike. These chemical, 
biological, or nuclear weapons could be 
used with devastation to attack Amer-
ican ground, naval, and air forces based 
within a theater of conflict. 

How does the B–2 respond to these 
challenges? The B–2 uses stealth tech-
nology, technology more effective than 
that employed on F–117 fighter bomb-
ers in the gulf war. As you recall, these 
planes were the key to securing the ad-
vantage immediately in the air war 
and remained impossible for the Iraqis 
to stop. However, the B–2 is a more 
powerful and flexible weapon, and of-
fers several advantages over the F–117. 

First, it is a long-range system. The 
B–2 can fly anywhere in the world, 
from bases in the United States, with 
only one refueling. These factors also 
make the B–2 an important tool for de-
terrence, allowing the President the 

ability to strike anywhere in the world 
immediately. Thus, a counterstrike 
can be launched from the United 
States, as soon as the threat is appar-
ent, without reliance on foreign bases, 
or troop buildup. 

Second, the B–2 carries a bigger, 
more accurate payload than the F–117. 
The precision bombs carried by the B– 
2 use GPS-aided targeting systems, and 
GPS-aided munitions [GATS/GAM], 
which enables up to 16 independent 
points to be targeted with extreme ac-
curacy, in 1 pass. This precision is an 
important counter to the mobile and 
relocatable nature of many of our new 
potential enemies, such as scud mis-
siles or terrorist encampments. The 
local release of a strike allows last 
minute adjustments to account for 
local conditions, or target movement. 
This is not possible with cruise mis-
siles. In addition, delivering a strike 
via bomber also allows difficult tar-
gets, like the dark side of a mountain, 
or underground bunkers, to be at-
tacked and destroyed. 

One of the most important points to 
make about the B–2 is that it will re-
duce the number of American soldiers 
put in harm’s way, and ultimately re-
duce casualties. Because the President 
can choose to respond immediately, or 
preemptively, engagement in a conflict 
or its escalation, may be avoided. Be-
cause the aircraft is launched from 
outside the theater, all support per-
sonnel and equipment are also outside 
the theater of conflict. Because the B– 
2 utilizes stealth, the need for escort 
aircraft, which are also theater-based, 
is eliminated. I have read several esti-
mates about the value of stealth and 
precision weapons, and one that sticks 
in my mind is that one B–2 bomber has 
the combat power of 75 non-Stealth air-
craft. 

This last statistic illustrates another 
important factor in our consideration 
to build nine additional B–2’s: the pro-
gram will provide cost savings in the 
long run. This may be hard to believe, 
when we are talking about aircraft 
that cost $850 million each to build, but 
as I have explained—the B–2 requires 
less support; is more precise, requiring 
fewer sorties to accomplish the task; 
and, may reduce the need for further 
massive troop and aircraft involve-
ment. Air Force analysis shows that, 
operating independently, free of the re-
quirement for fighter escorts, elec-
tronic jamming aircraft, and tankers, a 
single B–2 with two crew members can 
accomplish missions currently requir-
ing 75 tactical aircraft and 147 crew 
members. The B–2’s ability to pene-
trate air defenses, without the usual 
armada of support aircraft, means that 
we can, in some mission areas, replace 
dozens of aircraft with one bomber, po-
tentially saving billions of dollars over 
the long run. 

Mr. President, the American bomber 
force currently relies most heavily on 
two aging conventional bomber air-
craft—the B–52 and the B–1. In order to 
maintain mission safety while attack-
ing specific, above ground targets, 
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these bombers must use cruise mis-
siles. These missiles are more expen-
sive—the 44 cruise missiles fired 
against Iraq during the gulf war cost 
more than $100 million—over 100 times 
more expensive than what an equiva-
lent number of precision, direct-attack 
weapons, delivered by the B–2, would 
cost. Moreover, these missiles are less 
effective—current-generation cruise 
missiles cannot be used against mobile 
or heavily hardened targets. The B–2 
long-range-strike aircraft is cost effec-
tive. 

Mr. President, the last B–52 was built 
35 years ago. It has been a very suc-
cessful aircraft, but it will not last for-
ever. As we look to the future, with the 
retirement of B–52’s and the with-
drawal of the B–1 from active service, 
the B–2 will be the only long-range air-
craft in the Air Force inventory. That 
is why the B–2 program also represents 
an important opportunity for the 
United States to maintain superiority 
in a critical field of production. This 
program is the only remaining compo-
nent of the combat aircraft manufac-
turing industry in California. By build-
ing the remainder of the third squad-
ron, the production lines would stay 
open another 10 years. Not only would 
this sustain American know-how in 
this important industry, but would 
also save tens of thousands of jobs 
within aerospace and related indus-
tries. When we buy the B–2 we are not 
only buying the best long-range-strike 
aircraft in the world, we are also in-
vesting in the industrial capacity to 
produce them. We preserve the indus-
trial base, while preserving the ability 
to project power anywhere in the world 
to protect American interests. 

Another important cost factor to 
consider is what we have already in-
vested in this revolutionary weapons 
system. If we do not have the foresight 
to approve the remaining nine bombers 
now, the costs to restart this program 
will be much greater in the future, as 
the need becomes more critical. Plan-
ning ahead will allow us to get more 
value from the money and effort al-
ready committed to this project. 

Mr. President, earlier, I mentioned 
Saddam Hussein’s aggression against 
the Kurds last fall, as an example of 
new threats to our national security. 
This is especially true since adminis-
tration officials have stated that we 
should expect to contend with Saddam 
on a yearly basis from now on. In re-
sponse to Saddam’s movements against 
the Kurds, on September 3, 1996, we at-
tacked targets in the southern regions 
of Iraq. It would have been more effec-
tive to strike the Republican Guard, 
which was the actual threat to the 
Kurds in the north, or the hardened 
command and control centers of the 
Iraqi leadership in Baghdad. However, 
our insufficient response to Saddam’s 
assault resulted from a lack of options 
available to us. 

Because Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and 
Turkey each indicated that they would 
not permit American aircraft from 

launching air strikes from bases in 
their countries, we were forced to use 
other options not dependent on foreign 
governments: carrier airpower, bomb-
ers, and cruise missiles. The inherent 
limitations of each of these options im-
posed constraints on where and what 
we could attack—the northern targets 
were out of range of carrier-launched 
missions and, because the targets were 
mobile, cruise missiles could not be 
used. The most important targets in 
Baghdad were too heavily protected for 
conventional, non-Stealth aircraft de-
livering cruise missiles that, in any 
event, could not penetrate underground 
bunkers. Thus, we had to choose tar-
gets that were easier to attack: fixed 
targets, which were above ground and 
not hardened and, therefore, vulnerable 
to cruise missile attacks within range 
of carrier-based aircraft in the south-
ern no-fly zone. 

In order to more effectively attack 
Saddam and punish his aggressive ac-
tions, we would have had to use a 
stealth weapon to elude detection by 
Iraqi air defense; a long-range weapon, 
not based in a foreign country; and a 
precise weapon to strike the mobile 
and hardened targets presented in Iraq. 
Our B–2 is this weapon. It is the only 
tool in our arsenal that allows us to re-
spond to the new threats we face in an 
unequivocal and decisive fashion. 

What about those who say we don’t 
need any more B–2 bombers? The issue 
of our bomber capacity was addressed 
in the Department of Defense Heavy 
Bomber Force Study. This study con-
cluded that our current force would be 
sufficient through sometime around 
2015. I was very disappointed with the 
conclusions of this study, not only be-
cause I believe the study was fun-
damentally flawed and based on unreal-
istic assumptions, but also because I 
believe the B–2 is the most vital weap-
on of our future. 

The study utilizes a scenario of two 
regional conflicts, but assumes that 
our enemies would be incredibly con-
siderate of our needs. It was assumed 
that we would have a 14-day advanced 
warning of an enemy attack, allowing 
time to deploy our forces; that the two 
regional conflicts would not be simul-
taneous, so our bombers could be used 
in both conflicts; and that no weapons 
of mass destruction would be used to 
poison the ground and air in the area 
where we would intend to deploy our 
troops. These were the assumptions. 

I ask my colleagues, with the furor 
aroused in the American populace by 
the gulf war syndrome and the con-
flicting stories which have emerged 
from the Pentagon, is there anyone 
who still believes that we would deploy 
forces into an area where we suspect 
the enemy has released chemical or bi-
ological weapons? What is to prevent 
an enemy from discharging chemical or 
biological agents in an area prior to 
the initiation of open hostilities? 
Would our troops be able to deploy into 
the theater of conflict without inter-
ference? Could they set up and operate 

air bases and troop reception centers 
while under the threat of chemical or 
biological weapons? I am confident 
that the answers point to the urgent 
need for long-range-strike aircraft and 
support the acquisition of nine more B– 
2 aircraft. 

The heavy bomber study also made 
some broad assumptions about other 
factors that may or may not be in our 
control. The study assumes that we 
will be able to move our troops and 
equipment faster than we ever have be-
fore; that all of our allies will be on 
board and welcome foreign troops into 
their bases and ports; that our forward 
locations will also be conveniently lo-
cated near the regional conflicts; and 
that our current equipment, including 
bombers built in the 1950’s and 1960’s, 
will be available and fully functional. 
Altogether, these are awfully big leaps 
of faith to make about uncertain en-
emies and unlikely conditions in the 
future. 

If any one of the unrealistic assump-
tions does not hold true, the B–2 be-
comes our primary weapon and our 
only practical option. It is the only 
system that is not vulnerable to sur-
prise attack. It is the only system that 
is independent of support aircraft based 
in the theater of conflict. It is the only 
system that is capable of operating be-
yond the range of weapons of mass de-
struction. 

Mr. President, we have also learned 
that our allies do not always cooperate 
readily with our requests to use bases 
in their countries, or fly through their 
airspace, when answering aggression— 
again, examples are the United States 
raid on Libya in 1986 in response to ter-
rorist bombings and the attack on Iraq 
last year when organized Iraqi forces 
attacked Kurds in northern Iraq. To 
give the President the best option to 
protect American interests and citi-
zens, while reducing to a minimum the 
risk to American soldiers, we need to 
have the most effective tool available— 
an independent, global, precision strike 
system. We need to give him this op-
tion and take advantage of the most 
advanced technology available; we 
must approve funding in order to com-
plete the third squadron of B–2’s. 

Mr. President, I am no military ex-
pert. But those whom I know and trust, 
men such as retired Air Force General 
Charles Horner, who ran the air cam-
paign in the gulf war, have determined 
that three squadrons of B–2’s represent 
the minimum operational capacity re-
quired to meet our basic military ob-
jectives. In order to halt an invasion 
from bases at home, and to conduct a 
strategic air campaign, like that of the 
gulf war, from bases at home, the Air 
Force needs three squadrons of B–2’s. 
These three squadrons are also critical 
to neutralizing weapons of mass de-
struction and theater ballistic missiles; 
establishing air superiority and attack-
ing enemy airfields; and suppressing 
enemy air defenses; all of which then 
enable the deployment of forces to the 
theater when necessary. 
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Mr. President, history shows us that 

surprise attacks, both strategic and 
terrorist, do happen and are very effec-
tive—Pearl Harbor and Korea, as well 
as the attack on the Marine barracks 
in Beirut, and on our installation in 
Dhahran—are poignant examples of our 
past failures. We dare not fail again. 
We need to plan for surprise—to equip 
our military forces with the ability to 
blunt or defeat an attack anywhere, at 
any time, and with weapons that we 
will actually use and which others be-
lieve we will actually use. That means 
conventional explosives delivered with 
great accuracy and with immediacy 
and with little risk of U.S. casualties. 
That means the B–2 long-range-strike 
aircraft. 

Mr. President, with the B–2, our abil-
ity to respond effectively to diffuse 
global threats, through the projection 
of American power, is secure; without 
it, our foreign policy is one of depend-
ence on others, our interests are hos-
tage to public opinion in foreign coun-
tries, and our soldiers, whom we send 
to defend our interests abroad, are 
needlessly imperiled. 

Mr. President, I call upon my col-
leagues to support the acquisition of 
nine more B–2 aircraft, to establish the 
minimal, militarily effective force of 
three squadrons.∑ 

f 

REGARDING THE UNDERSTANDING 
REACHED BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES AND THE EUROPEAN 
UNION 

∑ Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to comment on the under-
standing reached between the United 
States and the European Union regard-
ing the implementation of the Helms- 
Burton Act and the Iran-Libya Sanc-
tions Act. 

I want, from the start, to congratu-
late Ambassador Stuart Eizenstat, Un-
dersecretary of Commerce, who nego-
tiated this understanding. His commit-
ment to easing relations between the 
United States and the European Union 
is unending. His work on the issue of 
Holocaust victims assets in Swiss 
banks has also played a vital role in 
settling that problem. I am honored to 
work with him on both counts. 

The understanding, as it relates to 
the Iran-Libya Sanctions Act, is quite 
clear. It states: 

The U.S. will continue to work with the 
EU toward the objectives of meeting the 
terms (1) for granting EU Member States a 
waiver under Section 4.C of the Act with re-
gard to Iran, and (2) for granting companies 
from the EU waivers under Section 9.C of the 
Act with regard to Libya. 

It should be clear that the terms for 
granting a waiver, specifically with re-
gard to Iran are very simple. If the 
country from which the company to be 
sanctioned is situated imposes substan-
tial measures, including the imposition 
of economic sanctions, then a waiver 
can be granted. Yes, there is a provi-
sion for national security waivers, but 
to simply provide a blanket waiver for 

the European Union, is a clear con-
travention to the will of Congress and 
goes against the very fact that the 
President signed the bill. 

Congress intends for this law to be 
implemented in full, without blanket 
waivers that do not follow the provi-
sions enacted unanimously last year. If 
blanket waivers are provided without 
just cause then only Iran will benefit. 
Congress enacted this bill with the in-
tention of denying the funds to Iran 
necessary to fund terrorism, as shown 
by the verdict in Mykonos and the 
strong speculation that Iran had a role 
in the bombing of the Khobar towers in 
Saudi Arabia. It also did so to deny 
Iran the funds with which to obtain 
weapons of mass destruction. 

We must remember that the Iranian 
Government, at the highest levels, has 
been implicated in ordering the assas-
sination of Kurdish dissidents in Ber-
lin. This terrorist act was conducted on 
European soil, not American. It is un-
fortunate that Europeans are blind to 
the need for action to curb Iranian ter-
rorism, even when it is occurring on 
their own streets. For Europeans to 
push for a relaxation of antiterrorism 
legislation to counter Iran, is even 
worse. Yet, all of this seems to be of 
little matter to them. The only thing 
that does matter is that trade con-
tinues, even with the likes of Iran. I 
wonder if they will ever understand 
this all? 

I look forward to seeing how this un-
derstanding progresses, and I look for-
ward to European compliance with the 
legislation. Europeans may take this 
issue lightly. If they think that they 
can get a simple waiver so that they 
can conduct business as usual with the 
foremost sponsor of international ter-
rorism, but they’re wrong—very 
wrong.∑ 

f 

HONORING ANTHONY (DUKE) 
DEBIASE OF THE MARINE CA-
DETS OF AMERICA 

∑ Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to honor a former marine, 
Mr. Anthony (Duke) DeBiase on the oc-
casion of his 29 years of faithful service 
to the youth of Connecticut through 
his service with the youth program, 
the Marine Cadets of America. Mr. 
DeBiase is a retired city of New Haven 
employee and also served as chief of se-
curity for the New Haven public school 
system prior to his retirement. Mr. 
DeBiase also served for 15 years as a 
member of the board of directors for 
the U.S. Marine Corps Youth Founda-
tion and among his awards is the Dis-
tinguished Service Award from the 
foundation, he is also the recipient of 
the Certificate of Congressional Rec-
ognition which was awarded for his 
outstanding community service. Cap-
tain DeBiase presently serves as the 
commanding officer of Company A, 1st 
Battalion, Marine Cadets of America, a 
national program recognized by the 
U.S. Marine Corps and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense. The dedication of 

Captain DeBiase to the war on drugs 
through his program has bestowed na-
tional recognition for his efforts and 
we wish him continued success in his 
outstanding leadership to the youth of 
America.∑ 

f 

COMMENDING GENE ROBERTS 
∑ Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, 
today I wish to recognize a man of 
character, his tradition of accomplish-
ment, his outstanding record of public 
service, and his contribution to his 
community and the State of Tennessee. 
Today, April 14, Gene Roberts steps 
down as the mayor of Chattanooga. He 
will be missed, but I know that wher-
ever he chooses to put his skills to use 
in the future, he will be a great asset. 

Gene Roberts is a low-key kind of 
man, the kind who leads with con-
fidence. When Gene gets behind some 
cause or effort, people just fundamen-
tally know that he’s in it for the right 
reasons and that they ought to seri-
ously consider following his lead. The 
people of Chattanooga have had the 
benefit of Gene’s talents in his capac-
ity as mayor since 1983. They know 
firsthand what I’m talking about. 

Gene’s history of public service goes 
back over 25 years, back to 1971, when 
he was the commissioner of fire and po-
lice for Chattanooga. For a brief time, 
he served in the cabinet of my friend, 
Gov. Lamar Alexander. And his long 
tenure as mayor has been marked by 
unprecedented growth, progress, and a 
rise in the fortunes and profile of the 
city of Chattanooga. 

He has presided over real progress. 
During his years in office, Chattanooga 
has seen a revival of its downtown, re-
vitalized neighborhoods, a cleanup of 
pollution to preserve the beautiful land 
in the area, and a marked increase in 
the quality of life for the folks who call 
Chattanooga home. 

Thanks to Gene’s efforts, and his co-
ordination of efforts with other civic- 
minded groups and individuals, Chat-
tanooga has become a model for other 
cities striving to improve. Today, lead-
ers from around the world and across 
the country visit Chattanooga to see 
what’s been done, and to find out how 
they can duplicate the success of this 
model city. 

It’s this kind of effort that creates a 
vigorous economy for the area, and 
that’s good for everyone. In no small 
measure, we have Gene Roberts to 
thank for that. 

These kinds of positive changes only 
happen when an individual steps for-
ward to take the initiative. You’ve got 
to care enough to invest time and skill 
and experience to make a good city 
into a great city. Things like this don’t 
just happen by themselves. 

Congratulations and all the best to 
Gene Roberts as he retires from the of-
fice of mayor of Chattanooga, TN.∑ 

f 

SALUTE TO LARRY MANCINO 
∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the 
Communications Workers of America 
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